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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Double Patenting 

A terminal disclaimer has not been provided. Therefore, the double patenting rejection 
is sustained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 101 

The rejection of claims 33 and 36-45 under 35 U.S.C. § 101 has been withdrawn in view 
of the amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 112. second paragraph 

The rejection of claims 33 and 42 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, has been 
withdrawn in view of the amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 1 03 

• Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection of claims 33, 36-40 and 42-45 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

As argued by applicant: 

The in Jereigned submits that in view of the amendments to claims 33 and 42, Teare docs 
not operate on catalogued documents as per the limitations prior to "computing device.. .." or 
"creating men data. . . and does not store metadata that includes keywords, one or more 
matched wordii or classmark in a pre-defined data structure. Teare has no regard for the status of 
the document; as being previously catalogued in accordance with keyword matching and 
classification is described in the preceding Imitations of claims 33 and 42, Accordingly, the 
undersigned s abmils that the combination of Marques and Teare does not render the claims 
obvious. 
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The examiner respectfully disagrees. 

As disclosed by Marques, documents are assembled and categorized at Customer 
Internet Server, where a Channel Map is created. Each entry in the Channel Map may include a 
list of channels in which documents are to appear (Marques, Col. 3 Lines 35-45). Each channel 
represents a category or group of categories of related information (Marques, Col. 2 Lines 50- 
52). A sample Channel Map is copied as below: 

-i* : 

TYPE SERVER DIRECTORY CHANNELS 

Vto HR fcuMi&WbeM&H/tfllE AOIJl 

HR ^ub!£fil^jo>»psni2gs Jobs 

Tteb Mwketbg ftubliftl^rcdyrtfo£ea Prefect Sp«ra 

W*s wvw^&odcc^Mi yjub/prtidUCA/alftcimic Cua sane? Pr&dacss 

PCFIlc suikctiiig ^rcrntompanalysiB Competitive Anly. 

FTP cagineCTing /prcjecti^t&sw Stetw Reports 

Xotfii eagbwuflflg /spec*/ chip scaad A12CG Des:ga 



The Marques technique as discussed indicates a computing device, e.g., Customer Internet 
Server, for creating metadata indicative of each of the catalogued documents, e.g. , 401 K, Jobs, Product 
Specs. . . and indexing each of the documents in an index of an integrated library according to the metadata, 
e.g., the document is listed in corresponding Channel of Channel Map according to Channel 
name SUCh as Jobs, Wherein the metadata including a keyword, e.g., the URL. 

As disclosed by Teare, FIG. 1 indicates a pre-defined data structure for storing the metadata, 



e.g., the URL. 



In light of the foregoing arguments, Marques and Teare disclose every limitation in the 
claims, therefore, the rejection of claims 33, 36-40 and 42-45 under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is hereby 
sustained. 
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• Applicant's arguments with respect to the rejection of claim 41 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. The dependent claim 41 is 
unpatentable for at least the foregoing reasons. 



Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially 
created doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the 
statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or improper timewise extension of 
the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible harassment 
by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting 
rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but 
at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct from the 
reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either 
anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s) . See, 
e.g., In re Berg, 140 F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998)-; In re 
Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 
887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 
761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and . In 
re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) 
or 1.321(d) may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based 
on a nonstatutory double patenting ground provided the conflicting 
application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken 
within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may 
sign a terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must 
fully comply with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 



Claims 33 and 42 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 6 and 8, of U.S. Patent No. 
6,701,314. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other. 



Claims 33 and 42 of the current application are obvious over claims 1, 6 and 8 of USP 
6,701,314. The XML format as in claim 8 of USP 6,701,314 is a predefined data structure for 

Storing metadata, obviously comprises at least one of the following attributes a keyword, one or more 
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matched words, a classmark as recited in claim 1 of USP 6,701 ,314, e.g., metadata indicative of 
each of the documents as defined by each of the documents' keywords. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 33 and 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

Regarding claims 33 and 42, the claimed limitations, indexing each of the documents in an 
index of an integrated library according to the metadata and the index retains characteristics of each of the 
multiple heterogeneous repositories as applied to each of the documents such that a user may access one or 
more of the documents within the multiple heterogeneous repositories utilizing the index, and further 
wherein the characteristics of the multiple heterogeneous repositories are transparent to the user when one 
or of the documents are accessed using the index, were not described in the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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Claims 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 33 recites the limitation the meta-index at line 13. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim 1 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the , 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 

claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 

claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 

evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 

the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 

invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 

and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 33, 36-40 and 42-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marques [USP 6,182,066] in view of Teare et al. [USP 6,151,624]. 
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Regarding Claim 33, Marques teaches a system for automatically cataloguing documents 
located in multiple heterogeneous repositories to facilitate document search and retrieval capabilities 
(Marques, Abstract), the system comprising: 

a scanning tool for scanning the multiple heterogeneous repositories to collect keywords for the 
documents located therein (Crawler is used to seek out the documents from external and 
internal sources as shown in FIG. 2 via word searching (Marques, Col. 3, Lines 28-34). As 

seen, crawler a scanning tool for scanning the multiple heterogeneous repositories, e.g., external and 
internal sources Of FIG. 2, and the purpose is to collect keywords for the documents located therein 

(Marques, Col. 5, Lines 46-65)); 

a keyword index to the documents built using the collected keywords (Content of collected 
document are tokenized into term string and replaced by 32 bit integers, and mapped to an 
entry of vector as a keyword index to the documents (Marques, Col. 5, Line 46-Col. 6, Line 7)); 

a mapping tool for cataloguing the documents using the keyword index to one or more classes, each 
of the one or more classes including keywords representative of that class (Marques, Col. 3, Lines 35- 
56, Col. 6, Lines 6-7 and 13-22 and Col. 7, Lines 51-55); 

a computing device for creating metadata indicative of each of the catalogued documents and 
indexing each of the documents in an index of an integrated library according to the metadata, wherein the 
metadata for each of the document indexed within the meta-index structure including at least one of the 
following attributes a keyword, one or more matched words, and a classmark (As disclosed by Marques, 
documents are assembled and categorized at Customer Internet Server, where a Channel Map 
is created. Each entry in the Channel Map may include a list of channels in which documents 
are to appear (Marques, Col. 3 Lines 35-45). Each channel represents a category or group of 



1 For the purpose of examination, this limitation is considered as the index at line 1 1 . 
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categories of related information (Marques, Col. 2 Lines 50-52). A sample Channel Map is 
copied as below: 

-J* 

TYPE SERVER DIRECTORY CHANNELS 

Wfcb HR ftublishftsacfite^lx 40ii 

Wek HR ^uhl^sh.'jobopaimgs Jobs 

Wd M&rketbg #wbli»bfcrod;«tfo?ccs- Pro&c; Specs 

Wte www.baaca.cesr. /jufrpjoftasapacfi Canipetlikt Ssecs 

W« www*gtt>doo»cojn ^ub/productB/Alecinik Cuaaanar Ftoiucis 

PCFiU «gifl£Arifls /pttjacrj/d^dis-gas Ckif Designs 

PCFHc 2E£[kctiiig jicpc^ocinjajialyBifi Coipctitivt Anly, 

FTP nginceiuift ^rciecttfatetiwa Steta Reports 

Xotas aagCaaafifi} ^pe^'chipgsaad .A120O Design 

The Marques technique as discussed indicates a computing device, e.g., Customer Internet 

Server, for creating metadata indicative of each of the catalogued documents, e.g., 401 K, Jobs, Product 
Specs. . . and indexing each of the documents in an index of an integrated library according to the metadata, 

e.g., the document is listed in corresponding Channel of Channel Map according to Channel 
name such as Jobs, wherein the metadata including a keyword, e.g., the URL); 

wherein the index retains characteristics of each of the multiple heterogeneous repositories as 
applied to each of the documents such that a user may access one or more of the documents within the 
multiple heterogeneous repositories utilizing the index, and further wherein the characteristics of the 
multiple heterogeneous repositories are transparent to the user when one or of the documents are accessed 
using the index (Each entry of Channel Map retains the repository location, e.g., 
www.badco.com , such that a user can access the document utilizing the repository location, 
the repository location is transparent to the user when using a browser such as Internet 
Explorer to access the document). 

The missing of Marques' system is a pre-defined data structure for storing metadata. 
Teare teach a mechanism for associating metadata with network resources (Teare, 
Abstract). FIG. 1 as taught by Teare indicates a pre-defined data structure for storing the metadata, 
e.g., the URL 
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As strongly suggested by Teare, URLs are difficult to remember (Teare, Col. 2 Line 45). 
An URL that is accurate one day might be inaccurate the next day, so that the network resource 
cannot be located (Teare, Col. 2 Lines 63-65). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to store metadata into a predefined structure as taught by Teare. By storing the 
metadata in a predefined data structure, the network resource can be located easily without the 
need to remember the URL of the resource. 

Regarding Claim 42, Marques teaches a method for automatically cataloguing documents 
located in multiple heterogeneous repositories to facilitate document search and retrieval capabilities 
(Marques, Abstract), comprising: 

scanning the multiple heterogeneous repositories to collect keywords from the documents located 

therein (Crawler is used to seek out the documents from external and internal sources as 
shown in FIG. 2 via word searching (Marques, Col. 3, Lines 28-34). As seen, crawler a 
scanning tool for scanning the multiple heterogeneous repositories, e.g., external and internal sources 

of FIG. 2, and the purpose is to collect keywords for the documents located therein (Marques, Col. 5, 

Lines 46-65)); 

building a keyword index to the documents stored in the multiple heterogeneous repositories using the 

collected keywords (Content of collected document are tokenized into term string and replaced 
by 32 bit integers, and mapped to an entry of vector as a keyword index to the documents stored in 

the multiple heterogeneous repositories using the collected keywords (Marques, Col. 5, Line 46-Col. 6, 

Line 7)); 

cataloguing the documents using the keyword index into predetermined classes, wherein the cataloguing 
is performed using at least one mapping tool (Marques, Col. 3, Lines 35-56, Col. 6, Lines 6-7 and 
13-22 and Col. 7, Lines 51-55); 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/760,472 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 2168 

creating metadata information, including the identification of the predetermined class, for the document 
(Marques, Col. 3, Lines 35-57); 

indexing each of the documents in an index of an integrated library according to the metadata, 
wherein the metadata for each of the document indexed within the meta-index structure including at least 
one of the following attributes a keyword, one or more matched words, and a classmark (As disclosed by 
Marques, documents are assembled and categorized at Customer Internet Server, where a 
Channel Map is created. Each entry in the Channel Map may include a list of channels in which 
documents are to appear (Marques, Col. 3 Lines 35-45). Each channel represents a category or 
group of categories of related information (Marques, Col. 2 Lines 50-52). A sample Channel 
Map is copied as below: 

-I* : 

TYPE SERVER DIRECTORY CHANNELS 

Wtb HH ^ub&MKMfiia/^li AQlk 

Web HR ^uhlls^obopoaiijgs Jobs 

Wo M&rkcthg ^v*bl£»hftt3d-.icto?eci Fn?&ci 5?cc* 

Wafc www^fidca.cc* ftuhtpiamsiptc* Coaepeticiei Saec* 

W«V wrwwfipodoc^Mi .-^ubv^-odiice/elecwiic Customer Ptocnea 

PCFiLe eagtoarkg /jrdactt/cMpdis-gai Chif Designs 

PCFile acatketiEg ^'Kpcna/ooiLpanfllysiB CoKpctitivt An]y. 

FTP engineering /prc£«ti/itofc>* 5tefc» Reports 

The Marques technique as discussed indicates a computing device, e.g., Customer Internet 

Server, for creating metadata indicative of each of the catalogued documents, e.g., 401 K, Jobs, Product 
Specs. . . and indexing each of the documents in an index of an integrated library according to the metadata, 

e.g., the document is listed in corresponding Channel of Channel Map according to Channel 
name such as Jobs, wherein the metadata including a keyword, e.g., the URL); 

wherein the index retains characteristics of each of the multiple heterogeneous repositories as 
applied to each of the documents such that a user may access one or more of the documents within the 
multiple heterogeneous repositories utilizing the index, and further wherein the characteristics of the 
multiple heterogeneous repositories are transparent to the user when one or of the documents are accessed 

using the index (Each entry of Channel Map retains the repository location, e.g., 
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www.badco.com , such that a user can access the document utilizing the repository location, 

the repository location is transparent to the user when using a browser such as Internet 

Explorer to access the document). 

The missing of Marques' system is a pre-defined data structure for storing metadata: 
Teare teach a mechanism for associating metadata with network resources (Teare, 

Abstract). FIG. 1 as taught by Teare indicates a pre-defined data structure for storing the metadata, 

e.g., the URL 

As strongly suggested by Teare, URLs are difficult to remember (Teare, Col. 2 Line 45). 
An URL that is accurate one day might be inaccurate the next day, so that the network resource 
cannot be located (Teare, Col. 2 Lines 63-65). 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to store metadata into a predefined structure as taught by Teare. By storing the 
metadata in a predefined data structure, the network resource can be located easily without the 
need to remember the URL of the resource. 

Regarding claims 36 and 44, Marques and Teare, in combination, teach all of the 
claimed subject matter as discussed above with respect to claims 33 and 42, Teare further 

discloses the metadata is stored in eXensible Markup Language (XML) format (Teare, Col. 6, Lines 
26-34). 

Regarding claims 37 and 45, Marques and Teare, in combination, teach all of the 
claimed subject matter as discussed above with respect to claims 33 and 42, Teare further 

discloses the metadata is stored in Resource Description Framework (RDF) format (Teare, Col. 6, 
Lines 35-39). 
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Regarding claim 38, Marques and Teare, in combination, teach all of the claimed 
subject matter as discussed above with respect to claim 33, Marques further discloses the 

scanning tool is at least one spider (Marques, Col. 3, Lines 28-34). 

Regarding claim 39, Marques and Teare, in combination, teach all of the claimed 
subject matter as discussed above with respect to claim 33, Marques further discloses the 
mapping tool is a domain ontology (Marques, Col. 3, Lines 35-56). 

Regarding claim 40, Marques and Teare, in combination, teach all of the claimed 
subject matter as discussed above with respect to claim 39, Marques further discloses the 
domain ontology is a classification hierarchy (Marques, Col. 3, Lines 35-56). 

Regarding claim 43, Marques and Teare, in combination, teach all of the claimed 
subject matter as discussed above with respect to claim 42, Marques further discloses 

scanning the at least one information repository to collect keywords is performed by a spider (Marques, 
Col. 3, Lines 28-34). 

Claims 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Marques 
[USP 6,182,066] and Teare et al. [USP 6,151,624] as applied to claim 33, and further in 
view of Becker [USP 6,301,579 B1J. 

Regarding to claim 41, Marques and Teare, in combination, teach all of the claimed 
subject matter as discussed above with respect to claim 33, but fail to disclose the mapping tool is 
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a neural network. Becker teaches a method for constructing a decision table classifier (Becker, 
Abstract). Becker further discloses neural network as a well-known type classifier (Becker, Col. 
2, lines 7-20). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify the Marques and Teare system by including a neural 
network for classification in order to organize electronic documents for storage and subsequent 
retrieval. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date 
of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to HUNG Q. PHAM whose telephone number is 571-272-4040. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, TIM T. VO can be reached on 571-272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

HUNG Q PHAM 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2168 

June 14, 2007 



